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The study had two''.objectives,-' (1) to construct an instrument, 
which would, measure students' attitudes toward God, and (2) to use the 
instrument in a small pilot study to test its usefulness.
The instrument was patterned after the format of Osgood's 
Semantic Differential and each subject was asked to make judgments 
on five different concepts about God. Each concept was judged by 
pairs of bipolar adjectives on a rating scale of one to five, with 
five, being the most-positive.. The thirteen bipolar adjective pairs 
used in the. final .instrument were used only after two item analyses 
proved them to be discriminatory in relation to the concepts, The 
same thirteen scales, all evaluative in nature, were used for each 
concept.
A factor analysis, using a varimax rotation, yielded two 
factors which accounted for an average of .75 of the total variance 
on each factor. Use of Tucker's coefficient of congruence indicated 
a stability of factor patterns over different scales.
Two methods of determining reliability were used. The co­
efficient alpha reliability rose from a median of .7642 on Form I 
and .6627 on Form II on the initial adrainistration to .9128 on the 
final administration. A test-retest reliability study was conducted 
using sixty-six students. The tests were administered approximately 
four weeks apart. The reliability of the test-retest, study was .77.
The instrument was submitted to a panel of six individuals, a 
educators and theologians, who were asked to evaluate the instrument 
and judge whether or not it appeared to be a valid instrument: for 
measuring attitudes toward God. All six experts judged the in­
strument to be valid on the basis of face validity.
A small pilot study was conducted to test the usefulness of 
the. instrument. Various statistical procedures were, used to analyze 
and compare the data obtained.
Three conclusions were, reached: (1) an attitude scale for 
measuring attitudes toward God can be developed; (2) the development 
of norms are necessary for ease of interpretation of the data; and 
(3) the pilot, study demonstrated the usefulness of the instrument 
but gave no clue to the sources of attitudes revealed.
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Seventh-da}7 Adventist educators accept as one of their 
responsibilities the somewhat difficult'and nebulous task of helping 
to build within their students positive attitudes concerning God and 
Ki.s relationship to men. There is no question about the diligence, 
and effort, of most teachers in trying to accomplish this goal. The 
problem is how to evaluate the progress being made in this area. Do 
students carry away from school with them attitudes which picture God 
as someone who sincerely loves humanity, sinner as well as saint?
Do they experience joy in communion with Him? Or do they, despite 
the best and most well-intentioned efforts, see God as a dictatorial 
monarch waiting for man to sin so that punishment can be executed?
Until now, few instruments have been available which measure 
attitudes toward God. There, may be several reasons for this. Per­
haps educators have assumed success in this area. Maybe the 
difficulty in constructing a suitable and accurate instrument was too 
great, or perhaps educators and students alike were reluctant to 
probe deeply into a matter as personal as an individual's attitude 
toward the Divine.
The purpose of this thesis, was to develop such an instrument 
an instrument which would help teachers, supervisors, administrators, 
and students evaluate box* effective Seventh-day Adventist education 
has been in establishing positive attitudes toward God in. the hearts 
and minds of the students.
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THE PROBLEM 
Introduction
The Seventh-day Adventist church at great expense and effort 
maintains a system of education separate from that of the public 
schools. This system embraces all levels of education from pre­
school through the university.
One of the major purposes of Seventh-day Adventist 
elementary education is to assist the home in teaching boys and 
girls to love God and to help them be prepared to spend an eternity 
with Him. How important it is then that students recognize God as 
a person not only worthy of their love, but as One who loves them in 
return. A child who looks upon God as a God of love and justice 
learns to love. Kim in return and covets an eternity in His presence.
While the home is the primary source of children's attitudes, 
the teacher without a doubt, holds a place of major importance in the 
life, of a child. The child spends more waking hours with his 
teacher during the school year than with, his parents. It would be 
logical to assume, therefore, that the teacher and his religious 
attitudes would influence the religious attitudes of the students. 
This may be accomplished consciously through studied effort on the
1
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part of the teacher as he plans the worship period, Bible class, and 
other activities throughout the school day. It may also be accomplished 
unconsciously through the teacher's casual talk with the students, or 
by his own attitudes and actions.
The question which the school administrators must constantly 
face is, "How effective are the school and the teacher in their 
attempts to assist in the development of positive, attitudes toward 
God?"
In an effort to evaluate the effectiveness of the church 
school system in this respect, each local conference in co-operation 
with the union conference conducts periodic evaluations of the schools 
within its jurisdiction.
As the supervisor of elementary education in the Central 
Union Conference of Seventh-day Adventists, the writer is frequently 
called upon to be a member of such a school evaluation committee.
This committee, composed of local and union conference educational 
personnel, spends one day at the school to be evaluated and endeavors 
to determine whether the self-evaluation which has previously been 
completed by the school board, parents, teachers, and church 
members is indeed a valid evaluation of the school and its program..
The evaluative instrument contains several sections and it 
has usually been the duty of the writer to evaluate what has been 
written in the section entitled, "Basic Beliefs and Philosophy," 
which deals specifically with beliefs concerning God, His relationship 
with men, and the school's responsibility in bringing man and God 
together. Later, the large evaluation committee decides whether or
.1
not the school is meeting the objectives of the philosophy of 
education as outlined by the local committee studying that 
section.
In an effort to be as objective as possible, it was decided 
that interviews with a random sampling of students would give the 
evaluation committee rather good insights into the attitudes of the 
students concerning God arid His relationship to man. This, then, 
was the evaluation plan followed.
Approximately one-half the students in each school being- . 
evaluated were interviewed. They were chosen by dropping a pencil 
on the student roster. Questions such as the following were asked.:
1. Is your teacher a Christian?
2. What is the most important thing you've learned about God?
3. Is your teacher anything like God? In what way?
4. If I asked your teacher what was his (her) most important 
belief about God, what do you think he (she) would say?
5. What kind of a person is God? If the student began talking 
about His majesty,■etc., he was directed to describe God
as a PERSON.
Each student was interviewed individually and each response 
was jotted down for quick referral in making the final evaluation.
As a result of these experiences the writer became most 
interested in the attitudes students have developed concerning God 
and the measurement of these attitudes. Several questions arose, 
namely:
4
1. Would not a more scientific,, i ,a. reliable and valid, 
instrument designed specifically to measure students’ 
attitudes toward God be helpful in general evaluations 
as well as in the more formal evaluations conducted by the 
union and conference educational leaders?
. 2, . Was such an instrument available? Especially was one 
available for use in Seventh-day Adventist schools?
Statement of the Problem
A careful search soon revealed that there was, indeed, a 
lack of an adequate instrument for measuring the student's attitude 
toward God.
The purpose of this study, then, was to develop an instrumezit 
which could be used to measure the attitudes toward God held, by 
upper elementary school students and to use the instrument in a pilot 
study to test its usefulness.
Importance of the Study
Since one of the primary purposes of Seventh-day Adventist 
education is to assist the home in it's efforts to instill in boys 
and girls positive attitudes toward God, an effective instrument • 
would be of value to parents as they evaluate themselves and their 
family life style. Teachers too could use the. results as they 
plan ways in which they can provide more effective religious guidance 
to the students they teach. Certainly teachers would have cause for 
critical self-evaluation if, for example, most of their students 
demonstrated negative attitudes toward God. Providing for individual
5
religious differences would be made easier if teachers knew the 
attitudes of their students.
Administrators and curriculum workers could be guided in their 
planning for new curriculum in religious education if they knew 
the attitudes students currently held toward God. In-service training 
for teachers would assume new meaning if they (teachers) could be shown 
how important their own attitudes are in the transmission of positive 
attitudes. The use. of such an instrument: by evaluation committees 
as they attempt to determine the effectiveness of a school in meeting 
its objectives, has already been noted.
Definition of Terms
Certain terms as used in this study are briefly defined as 
follows:
Positive attitude, toward God.— An attitude which enables the 
individual to look upon God as someone to love, capable of loving 
in return. A God who is fair and understanding in His attitude 
toward human!ty.
Negative attitude toward God.— An attitude in which God is 
perceived as an authoritarian dictator who uses every opportunity to 
judge and execute punishment on humanity.
Union conference.— An. organizational subdivision of the 
Seventh-day Adventist church. It usually embraces several states 
in territory and acts in an advisory capacity to the state offices.
Concept.— A division of Osgood's Semantic Differential which 
is the main idea to be judged,
6
Scales.— The.bipolar adjective pairs which are used to judge 
the concept.
Limitations
This study was limited to upper elementary school students 
attending parochial schools. No attempt was made to determine 
reasons for the attitudes held. This could be a worth-while subject 
for further research.
Organization of Paper
Chapter One of the. paper deals with the problem, its back­
ground and importance. Chapter Two is a review of the literature 
which deals mainly with the teacher and his influence, in the develop­
ment of religious attitudes. Osgood's semantic differential, the 
research design, is the subject of Chapter Three. Included also in 
that chapter are reports of three research projects using semantic 
differential. The procedures used in the development of the instru­
ment are explained in Chapter Four. Chapter Five is concerned with 
the reliability and validity of the instrument and Chapter Six is a 
report on the small pilot study conducted. The last chapter,
Chapter Seven contains an evaluation of the work done and seme 
ideas for further study.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction
To review literature based on research done in the area of 
measuring children's attitudes toward God, is almost impossible.
A rather thorough search revealed little current literature con­
cerned with children's attitudes toward God and the measurement 
of such attitudes.
Because the main concern of this study is the development of an 
effective instrument; and since it focuses primarily on. the school 
and teacher as they assist parents in their efforts to instill 
positive attitudes toward God in the children, it seemed advisable 
to review literature that reflected the influence of the teacher 
on the values and attitudes of their students.
Literature Review
The concern over teaching moral and ethical values to 
children began as far back in history as ancient Greece and seemingly 
has continued to occupy the deepest thoughts ..of educators through the 
ages, Plato, in considering the moral problems of individual be­
havior in relation to the social good, decided that a child should 
be taught early, in life how to discriminate between the good and 
harmful. Aristotle saw the prime objective of education as being
7
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the development of: an actively good person, John Dewey, who saw 
individual growth as the great purpose of education, established 
as the sole criterion for such growth its moral value (Michigan, 1968).
If.the transmission of ethical and religious values was 
important in an ancient Greek and Athenian culture, its importance 
would be accentuated even more in the age in which we now live--an 
age, for example, when the United States has hundreds of. gallons of 
nerve gas so powerful that one gallon could destroy eight billion 
people, more than twice the population of the entire world. At a 
time when the United States has fifty-three thousand atomic bombs 
stockpiled, each of which is hundreds of times more powerful than 
those used in World W7ar II, it would seem that, some type of ethical 
and religious training, is.imperative.
In recent years public systems of education attempted to 
provide curriculum materials for high school and college teachers" 
to assist them in their efforts toward teaching values to their 
students. However, few curriculum guides for elementary teachers 
were located. This is, indeed, unfortunate for research in the 
area of growth and development has shown that elementary school 
students by their very nature possess greater receptivity to the teaching 
of ethical and religious values.
Nib.le.tt (1964, p. 101), in speaking of elementary students, 
states that young children come to school as impressionable young 
personalities with certain possibilities and potentialities. They 
encounter daily in the classroom and/or the play-ground, a vast 
number of molding factors which tend to shape their characters— not.
9
the least of which is the teacher. Brown, in his book Not Minds Alone 
(1954, p. 3), continues with the idea that some of these molding 
factors are bound to be religious in nature; that education cannot 
be complete without religion nor is religion complete without edu­
cation. ■ The elementary teacher must, therefore, become, in the 
broadest sense not only a teacher of scholastic facts but an in­
structor in the religious factors which influence children.
Scientific studies have revealed two ways iii which the teacher 
teaches ethical and religious values. The first, is through a 
systematic and structured teaching of values within various content 
areas such as religion, social studies. The second, is the un­
conscious influence of the teacher in the transmission of ethical 
and religious values. The latter method is, of course, more 
difficult to measure statistically, and deals more closely with the 
affective domain of the student. Dinkmeyer (1965) states that 
"the teachers behavior serves either to establish or change the child' 
concept of the world and people." According to Avent (1931) each 
child is in essence saying to the teacher "How can I hear what you are 
saying when what you are comes thundering into my ear?"
Phenix (1966) in speaking of the potency or power of religious 
teachers states that they have great power, not because of what: they 
teach, verbally, but because of the actual fulfillment of the teaching 
in the personal existence of the teacher. He, the teacher, says 
what he means and means what he says, for the words that he speaks 
are symbols of what, his. life means.. Brown (1954, p. 87) has
10
stated that the teacher,, by example, should represent the kind of 
living that education at its best stands for. Niblett (1964, p. 28) 
stated that, if teachers are to be successful in teaching values, 
their own values must, shine through their actions and the way they 
teach.
Niblett (1964, p, 28) goes on to state that the teacher most 
likely to be able to give moral education will be friendly, warm, 
and understanding. Being beaten over the head by a statement of 
decision the teacher believes to be correct, is not going to do much, 
for anyone's moral education. In speaking of understanding students 
LeFevre (1958, p. 15) says, "It is not only one of the keys to good 
teaching but it is also the key to communicating the Christian faith 
in action." Buber (LeFevre, 1958, p. 115) calls it a dialogue- 
relationship between two persons in which there is a feeling of 
trust. When this is present the teaching learning process can be­
come a process whereby the teacher exposes the student to the ethical 
and religious values he himself possesses. Harvey (1970) quoted 
Henry Adams as saying, "A teacher affects eternity! He can never 
tell where his influence stops." In their study, Hartshorne and 
May (1928, p. 150) found that where the relationships between the 
teacher and student are characterized by an atmosphere of good will, 
there was less deception on the part of the students.
In a recent, survey in the state of Michigan (1968) five 
hundred and fifty-two questionnaires were sent out asking if the 
educators felt teaching ethical and religious values was important
to education today, Of the two hundred and sixty-nine questionnaires 
returned all felt it must be an intrinsic part of the total curriculum 
An interesting sidelight was revealed however when the "free" state­
ments written on the questionnaire by the educators were analyzed. 
Nearly all the respondents felt that if a student's ethical values 
are to be affected by public school education the teacher must, set
the example,. Precepts will not do; teachers must demonstrate in their 
daily lives the standards of behavior expected from the youth.
An interesting study conducted by Victor H. Vroom (1959) 
yielded several significant insights into attitudes and their trans­
mission. One of his findings is especially relevant to this paper, 
namely, that attitudes tend to be contagious. Without conscious 
thought individuals tend to project their attitudes and to accept 
those of people they like.
According to Bernard (1965) the statement "as is the teacher, 
so is the school," is filled with meaning and truth, Without 
question a teacher shapes and molds the atmosphere of the classroom 
and directly affects the learning and attitude development of the 
students. The remarkable fact is that this influence begins almost 
immediately from the time the teacher begins working with a group of 
children. Boynton (1934) and his associates found, from a study of,
70 teachers and over 1,000 fifth and sixth graders, that the teacher's 
characteristics began to influence the children in periods as short
as two months.
Bernard (1265, p. 460) in speaking of the effect teachers have
on the attitudes and behavior of students, 'Numerousstates,
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experimental and observational studies confirm the fact that pupils 
learn what a teacher is as well as what he says. Pupils absorb his 
attitudes, they reflect his moods, they share his convictions, they 
imitate his behavior, and they quote his statements."
If educators in public school education recognize the 
tremendous impact that teachers' lives have on the teaching of moral 
and ethical values, it would certainly seem that the educators in th' 
Seventh-day Adventist system of schools should influence the values 
of their students to an even greater extent.
Ellen G, White (1903, p. 280) states: "Children are quick to 
detect affectation or any other weakness or defect. The teacher can 
gain the respect of his pupils in no other way than by revealing in 
his own character the principles which he seeks to teach them. Only 
as he does this in his daily association with them can. he have a 
permanent influence over them for good."
In another article this same author (White, 1907) tells 
teachers that, when the love of Christ pervades their souls, they 
(teachers) will unconsciously teach it to others; by the same 
token criticism and evil thinking can be reproduced in the character 
of the children and. youth (White, 1923, p. 269).
Philip Jackson (Frymeier, 1969) has said that a teacher 
interacts with his class somewhere between six hundred and fifty to 
eleven hundred times a day and that each of these interactions in­
fluences the values of a child. According to Frymeier (1969) 
research'- in anthropology and social psychology makes one point very





Semantic differential is not a test with a specific number of 
items and a final score. It is rather a general way of getting at 
a certain type of information, i.e., a method of observing and 
measuring the psychological meanings of things, usually concepts. 
While it is true chat meaning varies from person to person, there 
is a central core or area of commonality in all meaning. For examp1 
the word "church" may have different meanings for persons of the 
Roman Catholic and the Jewish faiths. Each perceives "church" a. bit 
differently, indeed they may even use different names for the edific 
but there is a commonality in the word church that has the same 
meaning.for worshippers of all faiths.
Osgood and his associates invented the semantic differential, 
henceforth called SD, by postulating a semantic space, a region of 
some unknown dimensionality, wherein meaning lay. Using factor and 
thesaurus analysis, they developed sets of bipolar adjectives that 
would measure the meaning of various concepts or ideas' as perceived 
by the person taking the test. Henceforth, the word "concept" as 
used in this paper refers to that part or division of Osgood's SD 
which will be judged by the "scales" or adjectives.
14
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Semantic space or "area of meaning,” as envisioned and 
tested by Osgood has three dimensions, evaluative, potency and 
activity, Kerlinger (1964, pp. 564-566) gives a fairly simple and 
understandable explanation of semantic space. He uses a room as a 
point of reference in his explanation. Imagine that three sticks 
could be driven through the space in the room at right angles to 
each other, meeting in the center of the room and touching the walls, 
floor and ceiling. If the. axes were labelled x, y and z and if 
meaning lay in the space between the axes then any point in the 
space will have three meanings (the x axis, the y axis and the z 
axis). For example one point may have three units on x, six units 
on y, and one unit on z.
Kerlinger then gives an example using a hypothetical two 
dimensional educational example. It is included here because of1 its 
clarity.
Suppose we have determined that there are two basic dimensions 
or factors of meaning. Our research has told us that, most edu­
cational concepts, like SCHOOL, CURRICULUM, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL, 
and so on, can be related to two axes, X and Y, which, for good 
reasons, we have named Evaluative and Potency. Now, if we have 
some way to measure, things on X, Evaluative, and Y Potency, 
then we can describe these things in the same manner as we. 
did before. Suppose we measured certain concepts in a particular 
school (by administering an appropriate instrument to teachers, 
say). SCHOOL may turn out to be. (6,1), 6 units on X and 1 unit 
on Y, or, using seven-point scales, high on Evaluative and low 
on Potency. TEACHER may turn out to be (5,2), PUPIL (5, -I), 
PARENT (2,2), PRINCIPAL- (0,5), SUPERINTENDENT (1,6), TEACHING 
(6.2), STUDY ( 5 , 1 ) LEARNING (-2,3), and DISCIPLINE (1,4).
From this information we are able to describe the perception 
of the school on.the evaluative and potency dimensions. The values 
can then be plotted on a geometric axis figure similar to the one 
shown in Figure 1. -
16
FIGURE 1

































Values of concepts on 
two axes —  X (Evaluative) 
and Y (Potency)
(Kerlinger, 1964, p. 566.)
We now have a geometric, spatial, and quantitave description of 
the meaning of school on both the evaluative (goodness) and potency 
(strength) levels.
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From Figure 1 it can easily be seen that, the principal is 
high on the potency scale but quite low on the evaluative scale. The 
parents rank about the same on both scales.
Thus we have a clear picture of what "school" means to this 
group of people. Quite possibly the meaning would vary from group 
to group arid school to school.
The.important things however, are that (1) the concepts 
concerning "school" nave been defined by reference to two dimensions, 
and (2) the meaning of a concept comes not only from its relationship 
to the dimensions, potency and evaluative, but also from its relations 
to other concepts. In Figure 1, for example, "school" is closely 
related in meaning to "study," "teaching" and "teacher" but not 
related closely with superintendent.
Format
For actual use SD consists of two major components (1) a 
group of concepts which is to be judged and (2) a number of scales 
or pairs of bipolar adjectives chosen because of the specific purpose 
and objective of the research. These, scales are usually seven point 
rating scales.'. Keriinger (1964, p. 571) states, however, that it is 
probably best to use a five, point scale when dealing with children..
As originally designed the adjective pairs were to measure 
all three dimensionalities of meaning. However when testing attitudes 
and values the "Evaluative" factor is usually the only one used 
(Keriinger, 1964, p, 56S).
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The actual format of SD is really quite simple. The concept 
to be judged is listed at top of the page and the. adjective pairs 
directly follow. Sometimes the adjectives are reversed. For example, 
instead of "beautiful— ugly," it might read "ugly— beautiful." This is 
usually done at random and is used to counteract the tendency to mark 
the items without: thinking about the meaning. In -other words, the 







Each concept to be measured appears on a separate page in the 
test and the same bipolar adjective pairs are used to judge each 
concept. Some researchers (Osgood, p. 81) feel the results are 
improved when instead of having a concept at the. top of the page, a 
significant word from the concept is placed by adjective pair 
No. 1, another concept is judged by adjective pair 2; and still 
another by adjective pair 3. Obviously then on the second page, the 
concepts would be rotated so that each concept would be judged by 
each adjective pair. This form would look like this:
(School) Pleasant ___: ___: ___: ___: ___ : ___: ___ Unpleasant
(Teacher) Weak ___ : ___: ___: ___: ___: .______ Strong






Still another researcher suggests that the students should be in­
structed to mark the first item on all pages first and then go back 
and mark the second item on all pages and then mark item 3, etc, 
(Osgood 1957, p. SI).
Research Using SD
The acceptance SD has received in psychological circles has 
been quite gratifying, to Osgood and his associates. Educators have, 
however, been more reluctant to accept and use this form of 
measurement. Therefore any research included here is psychological 
by nature and is included because of its relevance to the writer's 
research.
Staats and Staats' Attitude Conditioning Study
This study is most interesting because in it, Staats attempted 
to ascertain if attitudes evoked by certain significant words could 
be changed by conditioning. Since attitudes are learned, reinforced 
and conveyed by words, could conditioning change them without the 
subject's being aware of the change?
Two groups of subjects were used. In one part of the experi­
ment both groups were presented six national names GERMAN, SWEDISH, 
ITALIAN, FRENCH, DUTCH, and GREEK. A word was said each time the 
nationality was projected onto the screen. SWEDISH and DUTCH were 
always evaluative words. For Group 1 DUTCH was paired with positive 
words, (happy, sacred) but SWEDISH was associated with negative 
words (ugly, bitter). The procedure was reversed for Group 2. After 
the conditioning an SD was given to the subjects.
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In the second experiment male names were substituted for 
the names of nationalities. Using different subjects,, the same 
conditioning was followed and again.an SD was administered.
A 2 x 2 analysis of variance was used in analyzing the 
data. The dependent variables were the seven point SD scores of the 
two conditioned words. Results showed that conditioning was affective 
in establishing a positive or negative "set" to the conditioned .words.
Scarf-Measuring Attitubes Toward Mathematic.s
The investigator in this most interesting research had as 
her major objective, the measurement of the students' attitude 
toward mathematics. She chose SD as.her method of measurement be­
cause it possesses simplicity of format, content and scoring..
As in most attitudinal scales using SD, the research was 
interested only in an evaluative expression of the student's attitude, 
therefore scales like Good: Bad, and Happy: Sad, were used.
The research was conducted on two groups of elementary school 
children. The first group had been exposed to an individualized 
approach, while-the second had had only the conventional classroom 
situation.
The test was administered in 1969 to fourth, fifth and sixth 
grade students; 642 of the students had learned math by the IPI 
(Individualized Prescribed Instruction) method and 662 by the regular 
classroom method.
In the statistical analysis of the data, the five point scale 
of SD was reduced to three by categorizing the responses into "Very
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Positive," "Positive,".and "Not Positive" cells. Chi-square was the 
statistical technique chosen for the analysis.
The results of the research were quite interesting. For the 
concept "My Math Class is", which was evaluated in one instance by 
the scale Good:Bad, the students learning by the IPI method demonstrated 
a more, positive attitude at the .01 level of significance. However,, 
the results on the scale Happy:Sad, showed no significant difference.
Two other concepts were used: "Doing Math Is" and "Taking a Math Test 
is." The results of the- two scales, Good:Bad, and Happy:Sad, on these 
two concepts were like those for the first concept.
Results of the research seemed to indicate that IPI affects 
the attitudes of the students toward mathematics in a positive way.
Richmond and White— Socloinetric Predictors of Self Concept
The purpose of this study was to isolate factors of self­
esteem and of peer ratings and to determine significant relationships, 
between the derived factors.
Subjects were 204 elementary pupils in grades five and six from 
two schools in two metropolitan areas of Georgia. Approximately half 
were black, disadvantaged pupils, and the rest were white with above 
average, cultural advantages.
Two instruments were used. The Coppersmith SEI (Self-Esteem 
Inventory) was used to.determine the student's attitude toward 
himself and twelve adjective pairs in the 3D were used to rate, several 
peer concepts in the classroom. A seven point scale was used for these 
adjective pairs.
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The students of each class were divided into three subgroups.
Each member of the. subgroup was asked to do two things, (1) complete 
the SEI by checking the correct box to indicate whether or not the 
statement described "how he feels about himself" and (2) complete 
the SD for each member of his group. Thus each child would have about 
eight ratings by.his peers.
The. adjective pairs measured all three areas of semantic meaning, 
Evaluation, Potency and Activity.
A factor analysis was conducted on the results of both tests 
and five factors emerged as being significant. (1) Lack of self- 
confidence (2) need for parental support (3) parental rejection 
(4) lie scale (5) high ego-strength, Characteristics of potential 
leaders.
The conclusions of the. researchers when they compared the. 
correspondence between the factors of peer and self-concepts is that 
a child with high negative self-esteem is more apt to rate high on the 
Activity factors in the SD. This agrees with Coppersmith's thesis 
that the child with poise and self-assurance is more apt to be viewed 
favorably by his peers.
The studies which have been reviewed in this section were 
chosen from many read for two reasons. (1) They showed successful 
use of SD with middle to upper elementary students, and (2) they 




Osgood (1957, p. 77) states that the possible concepts which 
can be used in any one study using semantic differential are many 
and varied ana that the type selected depends chiefly upon the 
interests of the investigator. Obviously time and effort would 
limit the coverage of 'all relevant concepts, therefore it was 
arbitrarily decided that five concepts measuring different aspects 
of a child's attitude toward God would be adequate.
The dilemma which was faced at this point was, "which 
five of all the possible concepts concerning God should be used?" 
Osgood (1957, p. 79) feels that usually an investigator need use only 
what he calls "good judgment" with respect to his problem. He does 
give, however, three criteria which the investigator should recognize 
as he exercises his "good judgment." First, the investigator should 
try to select, concepts for the meanings of which considerable 
individual differences can be expected. Secondly, the concepts 
should have a single unitary meaning for the individual and lastly, 
the concepts selected should be familiar to all subjects. Un­
familiar concepts will produce a "spurious" regression toward the 
middle of the scales for some students.
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A search, for. appropriate concepts soon revealed that 
because of the wide selection available, there would have to be some 
additional criteria upon which to base consideration of suggested 
concepts. The. criteria decided upon were: (1) the concept must be 
relevant to middle and upper grade students, (2) the concept must 
be within the understanding of the above mentioned age group and, 
(3) the concept must deal with the attributes of God as a person.
Therefore, concepts of a deeply theological nature, concepts which were 
of more concern to adults than children and concepts which dealt with 
the magnitude and power of God were not considered.
A list of seventeen concepts meeting these three criteria, 
as v?ell as those suggested by Osgood, xvas finally compiled.
POSSIBLE CONCEPTS
God is
God's attitude toward men is 
God's judgments are 
God's demands on men are 
God's attitudes toward sinners is 
Jesus Christ is
The. writings of Mrs. E. G. White show a God who is 
God's sabbath is
God's requirements for Christians are 
Christians are .
Prayer is
God's requirements for salvation are 
God’s punishment of the wicked is 
God's word, the Bible, is 
God's commission co the.world is 
God's attitude toward His people is 
God's ten commandments are
This list -was then given to a group of five Adventist educators and
theologians all instructors at Andrews University. The -writer met



















concepts which in. his opinion•would elicit responses concerning 
God as a person.
The results of this'selection were compiled simply by counting 
the number of votes each concept received and the final consideration 
was based on the following concepts:
God's judgments are
God's attitudes toward sinners is
God's Sabbath is
God's requirements for heaven are 
Praying to God is 
God's word, the Bible is 
God’s ten commandments are 
Christians are
Jesus Christ is ‘
The five concepts which were finally selected were chosen 
because they met two requirements, namely: (1) they had been chosen 
by at least three members of the committee and (2) they held 
-special relevance for boys and girls. The five concepts chosen are 
listed below:
FINAL CONCEPTS
God's attitude toward sinners is . . .
God's Sabbath is , . .
God's requirements for reaching heaven are . . .
Praying to God is . . .
True Christians ....
The. concept "God's attitude toward sinners" was suggested by 
four of five committee members and was chosen because every child has 
at some time been naughty and has had to be punished. The fear of 
condemnation by God and eternal destruction at His hand can be very 
real to children. How a child perceives God's attitude toward him
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when he is naughty, and how he perceives God's feelings toward 
sinners will reflect his attitude toward God as a person.
"God's Sabbath" was chosen as a. final concept because it is 
the one commandment: out .of the ten which the children meet and 
deal with consistently and regularly. Seventh-day Adventists firmly 
believe that, the Sabbath like the other ten commandments reveal to man 
the character of God. Proper observance of the seventh day Sabbath 
is important in Adventist homes and children in forming attitudes 
toward the Sabbath are forming attitudes about God and His character, r ■ 
This concept was chosen by all five individuals interviewed.
"Going to heaven" is of vital importance to Sevenfch-day 
Adventist children. Consequently the requirements set down by God 
for reaching heaven become a major concern to them. Are God's re­
quirements just or unjust; easy or hard; encouraging or discouraging?
How children view God is reflected in their attitudes toward what 
He requires of them. The concept "God's requirements for reaching 
heaven," therefore seemed to be appropriate and relevant. It was 
chosen by three of the five persons who looked at the original 
seventeen concepts.
The major contact that children personally experience with 
God is through the avenue of prayer. This is especially true in Seventh 
day Adventist circles where at a very early age children are taught to . 
pray. These children are also taught that God hears and answers their 
prayers and enjoys having them come to Him with their petitions. 
Therefore because prayer is the one personal contact children have 
with God, it seems likely that, their attitudes, toward prayer would
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reflect a very personal inter-relationship and attitude toward 
the God to whom they pray. This concept, "Praying to God," was 
chosen by three of the five committee members.
The last concept, "True Christians are . , ." was chosen 
by three of the .committee members and was selected primarily because 
(1) adults often stand in place of God to the children (2) children's 
attitudes toward God are often based upon their attitudes toward His 
professed followers.
Scales
The process of choosing scales is necessarily more structured 
than that for choosing concepts. The number of bi-polar adjective 
pairs which can be used is almost limitless.
It .will be remembered from Chapter III that originally Osgood 
designed semantic differential to measure three dimensionalities 
of semantic space; evaluative, strength or potency, and motion or 
activity. In the study of attitudes and values, however, the evaluativ 
factor is used almost exclusively (Kerlinger, 1964, p. 569).
Osgood gives two main criteria which determine the selection 
of the scales; (1) factor representativeness— in other words, are 
the adjectives evaluative by nature; and, (2) relevance to the 
concepts used.
The latter criterion, relevance, is much more difficult to 
satisfy than the former one. In some cases it is quite clear that 
the adjective pair is related to the concept. In others, however, 
relevance seems to be present, but is. it really? The most obvious
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thing to do would be to • use . scal-as already included in Osgood5 s 
list. However many of those adjectives- are not particularly relevant 
to the concepts used in this study. For example, it is' extremely 
doubtful that anyone would respond to God as being "bad" if the 
adjective pair "good-bad" were used.
A subtle point appears when speaking of the relevance of the 
scales to the concepts. It will, be remembered from Chapter III 
that each concept uses the same set of scales. Some scales appear 
to have to relevance to some items. However, Osgood feels that 
since meanings are rich and complex, an apparently irrelevant ad­
jective. pair will probably turn out to have relevance in the mind of 
the subject (Kerlinger, p. 570).
A list of fifty adjective pairs was compiled. Each pair met 
the criteria listed above and was checked for readability by fifth 
and sixth grade students using the Dale, Edgar and Chall readability 
scale. Obviously, a list of fifty bi-polar adjective pairs'was too 
long. While Osgood's research proved that the slowest college 
student could make judgments at the rate of ten items (pairing 
particular concept with a particular scale) per minute or a one 
hundred item test every fifteen minutes, it seemed that with 
elementary students a smaller test was most desirable. Therefore 
it was empirically decided that an instrument with ten scales for 
each, of five concepts would be adequate.
The list: of fifty adjective pairs were given to the same group 
of Adventist educators and theologians and they were asked to choose 
which adjective.pairs seemed to fit most closely with the concepts
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they had chosen. Reasons for their selection were also given and 
suggestions for additional adjective pairs were noted. As a result 
twenty adjective pairs were chosen for further consideration.
Delimitation of Sc.ales
The twenty adjective pairs were divided into two groups of 
ten each. Each group was then placed with the five concepts and became 
form one and form two of the test, (See Appendix A and B).
The two forms were then administered to ninety-seven fifth 
and sixth grade students at the Laboratory School; Andrews University, 
Half (48) of the students were administered form one and half (49) 
were administered form two.
An item analysis treating each concept as a separate test was 
then done. Table 1 shows which items had questionable or poor point 
multiserials based on the criteria that any point multiserial below 
thirty was questionable and any below twenty poor. (See Table 1).
Table 2 shows the mean, standard deviation and reliability 
co-efficient alpha for each concept on the two forms.
As a result of the item analysis, the following bi-polar 


















POINT MULTISERIAL RATINGS ON EACH OF TWENTY ITEMS 
(BIPOLAR ADJECTIVE) FOR THE FIVE CONCEPTS 














1. Boring .63 .64 .54 .61 .65
Watchful 
2. Unconcerned .11** .36 .19** .45 .28*
Encouraging 
3. Discouraging .74 .63 .51 .38 .33
Lenient 
4.. Strict .42 .44 .48 .42 .64
Pleasing 
5. Annoying .70 .76 .47 .58 .66
Approving 
6, Disapproving .68 .48 .23* .60 .66
Hot
7. Cold .64 .69 .08** .42 .24*
Easy 
8. Hard .50 .51 .48 .46 .59
Willing 
9. Unwilling .63 .67 .63 .78 .17**
Understanding 















1. Sad .01** .60 .33 .40 .28*
Modern
2. Old-fashioned .30 .63 .55 .40 .42
Essential 
3. Non-essential .57 ,45 .42 .26* .29*
Useful
4. Worthless .62 .44 .54 .45 .40
Alive 
5. Dead .37 .54 .56 ,40 .41
Stable
5. Changeable .47 ..56 .72 .54 .47
Concrete 
7. Abstract .51 .46 .48 .42 .61
Sympathetic 
8. Unsympathetic .59 .50 .45 .54 .32
Serious 
9. Humorous .40 .36 .34 .22* .42
Particular 
10. Lax .37 .18** .51 .41 .54
* Indicates low or questionable point multiserials
** Indicates poor point multiserials
MEAN SCORE, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND RELIABILITY 
COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR FIVE CONCEPTS - ATTITUDE 
SCALE - FORMS I AND II
TABLE 2
rhMPTTPT
MEAN SCORE S. DEVIATION RELIABILITY CO­EFFICIENT ALPHA
Form 1 Form 2 Form 1 Form 2 Form 1 Form 2
1. God's attitude 
toward sinners 35 38.5 6.5 4.7 .76 .50
2. God's Sabbath 37.8 39.9 • 6.2 5.3 .79 .67 :
3, Requirements 
for heaven 37.4 40.1 5.0 5.5 .60 .72
4. Praying to God 40.5 40.7 6.0 4.9 .80 .63
5. True Christians 40.S 41.1 5.3 5.0 .72 , 65
32
33
A second item analysis was then done using the thirteen 
remaining bipolar adjective pairs and treating each form as one 
test. This meant that, the results would indicate how each item 
was measuring in the total.test i.e. all five, concepts put together 
as a whole, .rather than on each individual concept separately.
Thus, in this-item analysis there were two tests (Forms I 
and II) with thirty-five and thirty items in each respectively. 
However, since each concept uses the same adjective pairs each item 
was repeated five times. For example, item one on Form I was the 
adjective pair "exciting-boring." Because it was used for each 
concept-, every eighth item in the item analysis was "exciting- 
boring." Every bipolar adjective pair would have five point 
multiserials as. the result of the analysis.
Table 3 indicates the point multiserials for the thirteen 
items. (It must be remembered that each item was repeated five 
times, once for each concept.)
The point multiserials on this analysis are somewhat lower than 
those for the same items on the first item analysis. This is easily 
understood when one realizes that each item on the first analysis 
was compared with the nine other items for each of the five concepts 
separately. In the second item analysis, however, each item was 
compared with the test total for all five concepts. This, of course 
was a much larger group for correlation and consequently the point 
multiserials are somewhat lower. This time, therefore, an item with 
a point m.ultiserial below twenty was considered questionable and those 
with a point, multiserial below fifteen were considered poor.
POINT MULTISERIAL RATINGS OF EACH OF THIRTEEN ITEMS 















I. Boring. .37 .57 .36 .55 .49
2 •
Encouraging
Discouraging .36 .49 .23 .20* , 25
o LenientStrict .45 .40 .33 .26 .49
*
Pleasing
Annoying .42 .65 .39 .51 ,66
5.
Approving
Disapproving .39 .26 .18* .41 .56
6.
Easy
Hard O• J ■mi .42 .40 .30 .43
7.
Understanding















1. Old-(fashioned .13** .56 .41 .29 .25
2.
Useful
worthless .43 .22 .39 . 37 .13**
3.
.Alive
Dead .42 .55 .30 .27 .. .18*
4.
Stable 
Changeable . .05** .53 .59 . 5x . .33
5.
Concrete
Abstract .69 .41 .60 .46 .60
6-.
Sympathetic 
:Unsympathetic .44 .41 .50 .47
* Questionable point multiserials
** Low point multiserials
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It will be noted, from the table that some, items had a 
questionable point multiserial on one concept. No item, however, 
had more than one.
Three items had poor point multiserials— Modern-Old-Fashioned; 
useful-worthless; and stable-changeable, -Stable-changeable had the 
lowest point multiserial of any item (,05). However, the other point, 
multiserials for that item were all strong.
Table 4 shows the standard deviation, mean score, and re­
liability coefficient alpha for the second item analysis.
TABLE 4
STANDARD DEVIATION, MEAN SCORE, AND RELIABILITY 
COEFFICIENT ALPHA FOR THIRTEEN BIPOLAR 
ADJECTIVE PAIRS ON SECOND ITEM ANALYSIS
FORM I (N=35)
Mean 132,29
Maximum Score Possible 175
Standard Deviation 16.14
Reliability Coefficient Alpha .857





Since no item had more than one questionable or low multi­
serial and since it takes a minimum of time for students to make 
judgments and mark responses when taking the test; the final in­
strument consisted of five concepts each to be judged by the thirteen 




Two ways of stating, the concept .were explored. One way stated 
the concept in the form of an open-end sentence, eg. "God's attitude 
toward sinners is . . ." The other way was a title type of concept, 
eg., "God— His attitude toward sinners."
After the five concepts were chosen,- two were used in a small 
pilot study using ten fifth and sixth grade students from the Andrews 
University Laboratory School, The instrument was administered 
individually and five students dealt with the concepts as open-end 
sentences and five had the concepts written as titles. The students 
were randomly selected, i.e, pencil dropped on roster for those 
grades. There was no apparent difference -in degree of understanding 
between the two methods of stating the concept. Because the open- 
end statement seemed to act as a springboard and thought-starter, 
it was chosen by the writer’as the form in which the concepts would 
be stated.
Number of Possible Responses_
Osgood originally designed the semantic differential scale to 
be a seven step evaluation. This would mean that between each 
adjective of the bi-polar pair would be seven blanks on which the:. . 
student could respond. In his book Measurement of Meaning (1957, 
p. 85) Osgood states that while he believes seven possible responses 
is best, for school children a.five point scale seems to work better. 
Some educators interviewed, however, felt a three point scale would be 
most effective.
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To solve this dilemma ten fifth and sixth grade students at 
the Cedarvale Seventh-da1/ Adventist School in Kansas City, Missouri 
were administered the instrument on an individual basis using only 
three concepts. Again the students were randomly selected and half 
used the five point response scale and half used the three point 
scale. There was no visible difference in the facility with which 
each group registered their response. The group using the three 
point scale all thought they could be more accurate if there was a 
place to record a "kind of" and "sort of" response. The students 
all offered this observation on their own and none were, asked if they 
thought the five point scale would be better. Consequently, the 
five point scale was chosen.
Type of Test - Group or Individual
The next major item to be considered in the development of the 
instrument, was whether the scale would be administered individually 
to students or whether it would serve its best purposes administered 
to the subjects in a group setting.
To determine this, the test was administered both ways. It was 
first administered individually to fifth and sixth grade students at 
the Andrews University Laboratory School. The students, who were 
randomly selected, were told that they were not to sign their names 
but merely mark their responses. Two observations were noted; (1)
The student often glanced up to see if he was being watched and (2) 
if the student saw someone looking at him, he stopped his work and
waited.
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Later, the instrument was administered to ten fifth and sixth 
grade students in a group setting. Again, all were instructed net 
to sign their names, to respond, honestly to all items and were 
assured that no one would know how they responded. The student's who 
began working immediately seemed comparatively unconcerned about whether 
or not anyone watched them.
Because greater anonymity seemed possible in the group situation 
and because it seemed to give the students a greater degree of 
security and confidence, ..it was decided that: the instrument should 
be administered as a group test,. .
CHAPTER V
RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
Reliability
Factor Analysis of Concepts
Before an instrument can be used with confidence it must be 
tested for stability and consistency. One way of doing this is to 
seek for functional unities within the test itself. If factors can 
be found which can be said to account for the variance, the instru­
ment can be deemed stable.
A factor analysis, therefore, was done on the five concepts 
with the ten evaluative scales which comprised the original Form 1 
and Form 2 of the test. A principal components factor analysis with a 
varimax rotation was used. Since there were only five concepts, it 
was arbitrarily decided to extract two factors only.
In the varimax rotation the loadings of each concept: and each 
extracted factor are plotted on a matrix. These loadings are then 
rotated on the matrix to identify more clearly the relationship between 
each factor and concept, with the idea that the concept should be 
heavily loaded on one factor and not so heavily loaded on the other.
The results of the factor analysis after the varimax rotation 
are shown in Tables 5 and 6.
The tables show that all the concepts with the possible 










1X • Attitude to sinners .119 .660 .450
2. Sabbath .747 .321 .661
3. Praying to God .231 .392 .207
4. Requirements for heaven .352 .034 .125
5. True Christians .647 .068 .423
£ h 2 =  1.866
TABLE 6






1. Attitude toward sinners .102 .468 .230
2. Sabbath .707 . 390 .652
3. Praying to God .158 .404 ,188
4. Requirements for heaven .721 .207 .562
5. True Christians .631 .067 .380
,£h2 = 2.012
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factor than on the other. The proportion of total variance of the 
concept which is accounted for by the two factors is shown in the. 
column, .
The factor pattern on the two analyses was then compared 
using Tucker's coefficient of congruence (Harman, 1967, pp,-269-270). 
Table 7 shows this comparison and indicates that the concepts are 
quite stable with regard to items. Factor 1 on Form I is closely 
related to factor 1 on Form II and factor 2 on Form I is closely 
related to factor 2 on Form II. The relationship between other 
factors is minimal. This indicates stability of factor loadings of 
the five concepts over the two different scales.
TABLE 7
COEFFICIENT OF CONGRUENCE
form i And form ii
FIRST FACTOR ANALYSIS
Form I
Factor 1 Factor 2
Form II Factor 1 .949 .423
Factor 2 .570 .934
Another factor analysis was then done using the thirteen scales 
(7 on form I and 6 on form II) for each of the five concepts. As be­
fore a principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was 
used.
Tables 8 and 9 show the results of this analysis for each form, 
this time using 13 scales instead of 20.
■ . ~ v
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- TABLE 8
FACTOR ANALYSIS— .FORM I
7 SCALES
Factor Factor
Concept 1 2 h2
1 . Attitude to sinners -.044 .837 .703
2. Sabbath .609 .560 .685
3. Praying to God .876 -.041 .769
4. Requirements for heaven .651 .237 .480
5. True Christians .423 .680 .640
■Sh2 = 3.277
TABLE 9







1 . Attitude to sinners .414 .645 .587
2. Sabbath .880 .209 .818
3. Fraying to God .747 .453 . 763
4. Requirements for heaven .811 .192 . 694
- 5. True Christians .145 .893 .891
£ h 2 = 3.753
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As in the first factor analysis, the tables indicate that the 
concepts show greater loadings on one factor than on the other. A 
comparison of Tables 8 and 9 with Tables 5 and 6 shows that the total 
h- value is very much higher on the last factor analyses. The removal 
of the weak items resulted in a higher proportion of variance being 
accounted for by the two factors.
The factor patterns on the two analyses' were again compared 
by the use of Tucker's coefficient of congruence (Harman, 1967, 
pp. 269-270). Table 10 shows this comparison.
TABLE 10
COEFFICIENT OF CONGRUENCE 






Factor 1 Factor 2
.903 .601
.618 .851
Again the concepts seemed to be quite stable with regard to the 
thirteen scales used. ■ <
Coefficient Alpha and Test-Retest: Reliability
To determine the internal consistency of the instrument the 
coefficient alpha reliability was computed for each administration of 
the test. The first' administration (See Chapter 4) used the 
original twenty sets of adjective pairs. Each concept, however, was
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considered separately and so there were five coefficients for each 
form or ten in all. These coefficients ranged from .7963 to .5983 
with a median of .7642 on Form I and from .7165 to .5017 with a median 
of .6627 on Form II,
The second administration used the finally selected thirteen 
adjective pairs (seven in Form I and six in Form II) and all five 
concepts were put together as a whole. Therefore, there were two 
coefficients for that instance. These coefficients were .8572 and 
.8419.
Lastly the test was administered twice to the same group of 
students and the coefficient alpha was determined for each administration 
The coefficient alpha for the first test was .8957 and .9128 for the 
retest..
The instrument in its final form (Appendix C) was administered 
to sixty-six fifth and sixth grade students in the Village Seventh- 
day Adventist school Berrien Springs, Michigan. Approximately four 
weeks later the same instrument was again administered to the same 
students. The reliability coefficient of the two test scores was .77.
Validity
As there is no reliable criterion measure which could be used 
in calculating concurrent validity, a statement of face validity 
seemed to be most desirable. Consequently, a committee of experts 
was chosen to examine the instrument, evaluate it and. rate It- as to 
its apparent validity.
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The six experts chosen were-educators and theologians employed 
by the Seventh-day Adventist Church. Four had their doctoral degree 
in either education or theology and two, administrators in the 
field of elementary supervision, had master's degrees.
Those serving.on the.committee were asked to do two things:
1) choose from the original list of twenty adjective pairs (see. . 
Appendix E) thirteen which in their opinion.would most accurately 
measure the concepts as listed, and 2) evaluate the instrument 
carefully and rate it on the rating scale (Appendix F).
Two experts on the committee felt that asking them to choose 
thirteen adjectives from a list of. twenty .was, . in essence, checking 
their attitudes toward God rather than the validity of the instrument 
The results of this exercise, however, were quite interesting and 'are 
included in Table 11.
It is interesting to note that three of the final thirteen 
adjective pairs were chosen by all six experts. None of the final 
thirteen was chosen by less than three members of the committee.
Two other observations should be made, however, namely, 1) 
the adjective pair Willing-Unwilling was. chosen by all six.experts 
but statistically was ruled out as being a weak item, and 2) no one 
chose the adjective pair Serious-Humorous, and only one chose the 
adjective pair Particular-Lax. Both of which were judged weak by 
the statistical analysis.
Responses from the committee were very encouraging. Of the 
six members, four rated the instrument as "rather" superior and two
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FREQUENCY OF ADJECTIVE SELECTION BY 
COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS
TABLE 11









































'Indicates the 13 appearing on the final instrument,
48.< *
' * * 
f
rated it as superior as to its validity. Three experts considered 
the directions to the students about average while the other three 
thought they were "rather" superior.
Several very valuable suggestions were made concerning the 
instruments and are listed here because of their pertinency:
1. Most comments made concerned the directions to .the student. 
One expert suggested that,, instead of blanks between the. bipolar 
adjective pairs, that the numbers 1 - 5 be placed there and that the 
students simply circle the number. One would be the most positive 
response and five the most negative.
2. Another suggestion concerning the directions to the student 
was that a sample similar to the following be given so the student 






medium sort or very
fair unfair
3. Four of the experts felt, that the word "concepts" was a 
bit difficult for upper elementary students and suggested that the 
word "idea" be substituted in the directions to the students.
4. One individual suggested that the children might confuse 
the personages "God the Father" and "Jesus" and suggested that, after 
an interval of time the instrument be administered again and this 
time the attitudes toward Jesus be measured.
CHAPTER VI
PILOT STUDY
The second objective of the study was, as stated in Chapter One, 
to test the usefulness of the instrument in a small pilot study.
From the group of sixty-six students used for the test-retest relia­
bility study, twenty-three were randomly selected for use in the pilot 
study. Two teachers were also asked to respond to the instrument. 
Eleven of the students came from the classroom of Teacher A. and 
twelve from the classroom of Teacher B. The responses of the twenty- 
three students and their teachers were used in (die pilot study.
Comparison of Class Mean and Teacher Mean
For each student the instrument yielded thirteen scores relative 
to each concept. The mean of these thirteen scores was obtained 
for each of the five concepts for each student. A mean score for 
each class on each concept was then obtained and was compared to the 
teacher's concept means for that class under the null hypothesis 
that the class mean is equal to the given teacher mean.
Tables 12 and 13 show these means and the probability of 

















Teacher Mean 4.4 4.7 5.0 4.7 4.8
Class Mean 3.6 3.7 4.0 3.8 4.1
P <.05 <'.01 ' <.01 <-.oi
>-”1oV
TABLE 13
TEACHER AND CLASS MEAN FOR EACH 
TEACHER B
CONCEPT
Concept Concept Concept Concept Concept
1 2 3 4 5
Teacher Mean 3.8 4.1 4.2 3.8 4.5
Class Mean 3.3 3.7 3.9 3.8 3.8
p <.01 < .05 <.05 7r . 05 <.01
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As the tables indicate in all instances except one the mean 
attitude of the students was different from the teacher mean beyond 
the .05 level of significance. The only exception was on concept 
four "God's Requirements' for Heaven are . . ." in Table 13. In 
this instance the mean of the random sample of the students and 
Teacher B were identical. From this analysis it would seem that in 
most instances these students hold significantly different attitudes 
toward God from those held by their teachers.
Construction and Comparison of D Matrices 
Construction of D Matrices
A semantic differential scale measures semantic or meaning 
space. If two concepts are closely related in semantic space, they 
hold similar meanings for the individual making the judgments. An 
adequate method of comparing the attitudes of teacher and students 
would be to measure the distance (D) between any two concepts. To 
compute D the differences of the assigned values for the scales of 
one concept and another were squared, added together, and the square 
root of the sum was extracted. For example, Table 14 shows the scores 
for a hypothetical student, using five scores for each of two 
concepts.
To find D for the above sample one simply uses the formula,
Dab = ' Y /(5^3)2_+ (4-3)2 + (1~2) 2 +.(4-1)2 + (T-T)2
= '\/l6
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SCORES FOR A HYPOTHETICAL STUDENT 
5 SCALES AND 2 CONCEPTS
TABLE 14






This was done for each concept and the results were plotted on 
a matrix for each individual used in the pilot study. The minumum D 
or D . for any student for the thirteen scales would obviously be 
zero. This would mean that the student rated each concept in 
precisely the same way on the scales. The maximum D would be the squar 
root of'(4)2 x 13 (a distance of 4 between each pair of scales times 
13 scales). Dmax then would equal 14.42. Tables 15 and 16 show 
matrices for Teacher B and one student randomly selected. The 
remaining matrices are in the appendix.
Comparison by Observation
Although the D matrix is subject to several types of analysis 
the basis of them all is the search for clusters of meaning. The. 
smaller the D between any two concepts the closer the relationship 
of meaning between them. Conversely, the higher the.D the greater
" D MATRIX — - TEACHER 3
TABLE 15
Concept *T 2 4 5
T
X 0 5.196 5.292 4 5.659
2 5.196 0 3.742 3 5.568
3 5.2S2 3.742 0 4.899 5.477
4 4 0u 4.899 0 5.745
5 5.659 5.568 5.477 5.745 0
TABLE 16
D MATRIX —  STUDENT 257
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 7.071 6.865 5.292 7.071
2 7.071 0 1 3.742 0
3 6.856 1 0 3.606 1
4 5.292 3.742 3.606 0 3.742
5 7.071 0 1 3.742 0
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the distances between meanings. Using Table 15 it is possible to 
define clusters of concepts by comparing the Ds in each row. For 
example, in row two concepts three and four seem to be quite closely 
related to concept two; the I) values being 3.742 and 4. Before a 
definite judgment can be made, however, it is necessary to see if 
concept three relates closely to concept four. In-.this instance it 
does with a D of 4.899. It can be said, therefore, that concepts 
two, three, and four form a cluster and hold similar meanings for 
Teacher B, In other words, the Sabbath, God's requirements for 
Heaven, and prayer have similar meanings for Teacher B.
In Table 16 concept two appears to be closely related to 
concepts three, four, and five. In fact, there is no difference 
in meaning between concept two and concept five. A comparison of the 
Ds between concepts three:four and three:five shows close relationship 
between these concepts. Concept four is also closely related to 
concept five. In this instance, therefore, concepts two, three, 
four, and five form a cluster and hold similar meanings for Student 
257. For this student, concept one seems to be quite different from 
the cluster of the other four concepts.
The two matrices can also be compared with each other to 
determine if similar clusters of meaning exist for both Teacher B 
and Student 257. Concepts two, three and four formed a cluster of 
meaning in the matrix for Teacher B. Those same three concepts with 
the addition of concept five formed a cluster in the matrix for 
Student 257. Therefore, both the teacher and student see the same 
clusters of concepts as belonging together.
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Comparison by Ranking
The Ds of the teachers and students ware analyzed in yet 
another way, After ranking the Ds for each student, Kendall's 
coefficient of concordance between rankings was computed. For the 
eleven students of Teacher A the coefficient of concordance was 
.163 which is. not statistically significant. This means that the. 
relationship existing between the Ds of the students of Teacher A 
is not significant and therefore, the students are not ranking them 
in the same way.
The same analysis was done for the twelve students selected 
from Teacher B's classroom. The coefficient of concordance was 
,219 which was significant at the .01 level. It seems, therefore, 
that a closer relationship exists between the attitudes of the 
students of Teacher B than exists between the attitudes of the students 
of Teacher A.
Comparison by Pearson Product Moment
Because the twelve students of Teacher B appear to have 
similar D matrices, the median value of each D for this .group of 
students was obtained. The Pearson product moment correlation co­
efficient was obtained between the distribution of median D values 
and the teacher's D values. The resulting coefficient was .401, 
which is not statistically significant. A value of .549 was re­
quired for significance at the .05 level.
CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Summary
The two objectives of the study were to: 1) develop an 
instrument which would measure, students' attitudes toward God, and 
2) to use the instrument in a small pilot study to test its use­
fulness, -
The first objective was met by developing an instrument 
patterned after the format of Osgood's Semantic Differential which 
measured semantic or meaning space. His subjects made judgments by 
rating certain concepts on the basis of a set of scales which vrere 
pairs of bipolar adjectives. Each concept was judged by the same 
set of scales.
Using this pattern five concepts were chosen for the 
instrument. This choice was based upon the concept's relevance for boys 
and girls and because they were selected from a list of concepts by 
at least three members of a specially' chosen committee of edu­
cationists and theologians at Andrews University, Berrien Springs, 
Michigan. This same committee selected from an extensive list the 
twenty pairs: of bipolar adjectives used in the initial stages of the 
research.
Originally the instrument was•in'two forms which were, 
administered to approximately ninety-seven fifth and sixth grade
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students at the Andrews University Laboratory School. Each form 
contained the same five concepts but the scales by which the 
concepts were judged were, different for each form. Ten scales 
or twenty sets of bipolar adjectives were used for each test.
An item analysis was carried out in an effort to eliminate those scale 
which were non~discriminatory. ,Each concept was treated as a 
separate test in the analysis and any bipolar adjective pair with a 
point multiserial below thirty was considered weak. As a result 
seven of the twenty original pairs were eliminated.
The remaining thirteen scales were submitted to another item 
analysis. This time, however, each form rather than each concept 
was treated as a separate test. This analysis revealed that all 
thirteen adjective pairs were comparatively strong. The final 
instrument contained five concepts, each of which was evaluated by 
the same thirteen bipolar adjective pairs.
A factor analysis, using a varimax rotation, yielded two 
factors which accounted for an average of .75 of the total variance 
on each concept. Use of Tucker’s coefficient of congruence indicated 
a stability of factor pattern over different scales.
Two methods of determining reliability were used. The first, 
coefficient alpha reliability, measured the internal consistency 
of the instrument. On the initial administration of the test the 
coefficient alpha reliability was computed for each concept on each 
of the two forms, yielding ten in all. On Form I the coefficient 
alpha ranged from .7963 to .5983, with a median of .7642. On Form II
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the coefficient alpha ranged from .7165 to .5017, with a median 
of .6627. On the last administration of the instrument the co­
efficient alpha reliability was .9128. This indicates that the 
instrument was greatly strengthened by the removal of the weak 
scales.
A test-retest reliability study was also conducted. This 
time the instrument was administered to sixty-six fifth and sixth 
grade students at the Village Seventh-day Adventist School in 
Berrien Springs, Michigan. Approximately four weeks later the same 
test was again administered to. the same students and a .77 test- 
retest reliability resulted.
Because there were no criteria upon which to base a study of 
concurrent validity, a statement of face validity was obtained.
A panel of six individuals, experts in the field of theology and 
education, was chosen. Each individual was asked to evaluate the 
instrument and judge whether or not it appeared to be a valid 
instrument for the measurement of children's attitudes about God.
This committee of experts judged the instrument to be valid for the 
purpose intended.
A small pilot study involving twenty-three of the sixty-six 
children used in the test-retest study was conducted. Their teachers 
also participated in the study and various statistical procedures 
were used to analyze and compare the data obtained.
Conclusions
As a result of the study, three conclusions were reached.
They are:
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1. It is possible to develop an adequate instrument which 
will measure children's attitudes toward God,
2. The attitude scale can be administered by the average 
classroom teacher. However, establishment of norms would make the 
interpretation of the data more meaningful.
3. The pilot study clearly indicates the usefulness of the 
instrument but provides no clue to the source of or reason for the 
children's attitudes.
Implications for Further Study 
Implications for further study and research are numerous. 
Included here are some suggestions for further research in the area 
of children's attitudes about God.
■ 1. The instrument in its present form is limited in its 
use by educators. The development of norms, therefore, is of prime 
importance in making the instrument more usable.
2 .■■■No attempt was made in this study to determine the causes 
or origin of ;i:he. attitudes held. A causal study into the reasons for 
the attitudes would be valuable. Such a study would, of necessity, 
include the home and parents as well as the school and teacher.
3. Using a far greater number of teachers, a more exhaustive 
study should be conducted, following the design of the pilot study
as outlined in Chapter Six. __
While' the instrument has been proven to be both reliable and 
valid, there are a few precautions that should be noted by persons 
using it. These precautions are:
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1. Although a high raw score, is-indicative of a somewhat 
positive attitude toward God, and a low score a somewhat negative 
attitude toward God. the user must exert extreme, caution not to 
"label" one student a "good" Christian and another a "bad"
Christian on the basis of their responses. ■
2. The instrument J.n no way attempts to explain the causes of 
the attitudes revealed.
3. Norms for the instrument are not presently available.
The researcher therefore should not attempt to make judgments hastily 
without using adequate statistical procedures.
The instrument has been developed. It is both reliable and 
valid for the purpose for which it was developed. The possibilities 
for its use are numerous. Ultimately, however, the instrument would 
be of greatest value if it were administered widely throughout the 
Seventh-day Adventist school system to evaluate how successfully 
positive attitudes toward God are being developed in the lives of 
the students. The results of such a project could be used to 
modify or strengthen instruction in this area, thereby, increasing 
the effectiveness of the Seventh-day Adventist elementary school
system.
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The purpose of this study is to measure what you think about God. 
In taking this test, please make your choice on the basis of what you 
think and not on what someone wants you to think. No one will know what 
you have written, so please -be frank in your answers.
On each page of this booklet you will find a different concept to 
be judged and beneath it a set of scales. You are to rate the concept on 
each of these scales in order. That is once you have finished a concept 
you are not to return to it, nor are you to work ahead before you finish 
a concept.
Here is how you are to do these scales: If you feel that the con­
cept at the top of the page is very closely related to one end of the 
scale, you should place your check-mark as follows:
fair____X__:________ :_________:_____ : unfair
fair____ ____ ;_____ :_________ :________ : X unfair
If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one 
or the other end of the scale (but not extremely) you should place your 
check-marks as follows: ;
strong_________ ; X : _____ :_________ ________ weak
strong________ : _____ :______  : X : ____ _weak
If you consider the concept to be about average, or if the scale 
just does not fit the concept at all, then you should place your check 
mark in the middle space:
safe._________ :______ : X____: ________ :_________dangerous
IMPORTANT:




2. Be sure you check every scale for every concept— do_ not 
omit any.
3. Never put more than ONE check-mark on a single scale. 
Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item
before on the test. This will not be the case, so, do not look back 
and forth through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked 
similar items earlier in the test. Make each item a separate and 
independent judgment. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items.
It is your first impressions, the immediate "thought" about the concept 
we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless... because we 
want your true impressions.
If you do not know a word, we will pronounce it for you. But, 
we cannot tell you what it means.
Thank you so much for your help and your honesty in answering 
each item exactly how YOU feel.
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GOD'S ATTITUDE TOWARD SINNERS IS . . .
Exciting : : : : Boring
Watchful : : : : Unconcerned
Encouraging : : : : Discouraging
Lenient : : ; ; Strict
Pleasing : : : : Annoying
Approving , : : : : Disapproving'
Hot : : : : Cold
Easy : : : : Hard
Willing : ; : : Unwilling
Understanding : : : : Indifferent
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GOD'S SABBATH IS , . .
Exciting ________ : ■ :_________ : ________________ Boring
W a tchful : ________ :_________ : . : .. Unconcerned
Encouraging ______ :_________ __________:_________ : Discouraging
Lenient :________ : ; _____ .__:_______ Strict
Pleasing ________ :_________ _______ __:_________:______ ___Annoying
Approving_____ ______________:________ :_________ : _____ Disapproving
Hot  ____ ;_________ _ :______: _■   : _____________Cold
Easy _________ : :____  ; '_______ ___________Hard
Willing _________ _________ ' : ' __ ___________ Unwilling
Understanding_________ __________ : ~ ' :_________ : Indifferent
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GOD'S REQUIREMENTS FOR REACHING HEAVEN ARE . . .
Exciting : : : : Boring
Watchful : : : : Unconcerned
Encouraging : : : : Discouraging
Lenient : : : : Strict
Pleasing : : : : Annoying
Approving : : : : Disapproving
Hot : : : : Cold
Easy : : : : Hard
Willing : : : : Unwilling
Understanding _______  _____ Indifferent
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PRAYING TO GOD IS . . .
Exciting : : : : Boring
Watchful : • : : Unconcerned
Encouraging : : : : Discouraging
Lenient : : : : Strict
Pleasing : ' ; ; ; Annoying
Approving : : : : Disapproving
Hot : : : : Cold
Easy : : : : Hard
Willing : : : Unwilling
Understanding______ :_________ :_________ _______  ;______  Indifferent
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TRUE CHRISTIANS ARE . . . -
Exciting _______ _______ :___________ : _____:______ ■ Boring
Watchful : : : : Unconcerned
Encouraging_ :__ ______:__  - :__________________ Discouraging
Lenient - : ____ - ; . Strict
Pleasing _______ ____________:_______ : _______ : ______ Annoying-
Approving_________ :__________________ :__________: Disapproving
Hot : : i : Cold
Easy Hard





Dear Student, - • - -
The purpose of this study is to measure what you think about God. 
In taking this test, please make your choice on.the basis of what you 
think and not. on what someone wants you to think. No one will know 
what you have written, so please be frank in your answers.
On each page of this booklet you will, find a different concept 
to be .judged and beneath it a set of scales. You are to rate the concept, 
on each of these scales in order. That is once you have finished a 
concept you are not to return to it, nor are you to work ahead before 
you finish a concept.
Here is how you are to do these scales: If you feel that the. 
concept at the top of the page is very closely related to one end of the 
scale, you should place your check-mark, as follows:
fair X _: : - _____:_________ :._________ unfair .
fair_________ :______  _:_________ :________ : X unfair
If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or
the other end of the scale (but not extremely) you should place your
check-marks as follo'ws :
strong _________: X __ : . ____ : _____ :__________ weak
strong________ :______: _______;____ X____ .:_________ weak.
If you consider the concept to be about, average, or if the scale
just does not fit the concept at all, then you should place your check
mark in the middle space:
safe :________ : X : ______ :_________  dangerous
IMPORTANT:
I, Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on the 
boundaries:
THIS X NOT THIS y
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2. Be sure you check every scale for every concept— do not 
omi t any.
3. Never put more than ONE check-mark on a single scale. 
Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before
on. the test. This will not be the case, so, do_ not look back and forth 
through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar 
items earlier in the test. Make each item a separate and independent 
judgment. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your 
first impressions, the immediate "thought" about the concept we -ant.
On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your 
true impressions.
If you do not know a word, we will pronounce it for you. But, 
wTe cannot tell you what it means.
Thank you so much for your help and your honesty in answering 
each item exactly how YOU feel.
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Joyful
GOD'S ATTITUDE TOWARD SINNERS IS . . .  
* • * •' Sad
Modern Old-fashioned
Essential • • • • • • • • Unnecessary
Useful • • « . * Worthless
Alive ■ • 1 • • • ' ‘ • • ' • • • • Dead
Stable Changeable
• ♦ . » « Abstract
Sympathetic. • • • . • • • , • ' • Unsympat'he.
Serious • '4 4 • « • • • Humorous
Particular ■ • .... ••••'■• • • • Lax
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GOD'S SABBATH IS . . . . ■











GOD'S REQUIREMENTS FOR REACHING-HEAVEN ARE . . .
Joyful : • • • o • * Sad
Modern : * • • Old-fashioned
Essential : • • •' • * • Unnecessary
Useful : • '« '» Worthless
Alive : • •' • ■ • Dead
Stable : • . • • Changeable •.
Concrete : ■' ■ • • Abstract
Sympathetic : • « • • • • • • Unsympathetic
Serious : • • • • • • Humorous
Particular : • • • Lax
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PRAYING TO GOD IS . . .










i t ' i c
76
TRUE CHRISTIANS ARE . . .












Dear Student, FINAL INSTRUMENT
The purpose of this study is to measure what you think about God.
In taking this test, please make ycur choice on the basis of what you 
think and not on what someone wants you to think. No one will know 
what you have written, so please be frank in:your answers.
On each page of this booklet you will find a different concept tc 
be judged and beneath it a set of scales. You are to rate the concept on 
each of these scales in order. That is, once you have finished a concept 
you are not to return. to it, nor are you to work ahead before you finish 
a concept.
Here is how you are to do these scales: If you feel that the concept 
at the top of the page is very closely related to one end of the scale, 
you should place your check-mark as follows:
fair__X_________ _ : __ ___: _____ ________ _ unfair
fair _____ : ______ : ___X_unfair
If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the 
other end of the scale (but not extremely) you should place your check­
marks as follows:
strong______ : X : ______ : ______ : ______ weak
strong______ ; ______ : ______ : X : ______ weak
If you consider the concept to be about average, -or if the scale 
just does not fit the concept at all, then you should place your check­
mark in the middle space:
safe______: ______ : X : _____: _____ dangerous
IMPORTANT:
1. Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on the 
boundaries;
NOT THIS : XTHIS X  :
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2. Re sure you check every scale for every concept— —
do. not omit any, ^
3. Never put more than ONE check-mark on a single scale*
Sometimes ycu may feel as though you’ve had the same item before on 
the test. This will not be the case, so, do not look back and forth 
through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items 
earlier in the test. Make each item a separate and independent judgment,
Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first impressions, 
the immediate "thought" about the concept we want. On the other hand, 
please do not be careless, because we want your true impressions.
If you do not know a word, we will pronounce it for you. But, we 
cannot tell you what it means.
Thank you so much for your help and your honesty in answering each 
Item exactly now. xQU reex.
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GOD’S ATTITUDE TOWARD SINNERS IS ....
Exciting s____ : : ______ Boring
Encouraging_____________ : ______:_________ :________ Discouraging
Old-Fashioned _______ \_______ __:_________ :________ :_________; Modern
Usefi.il____ ; , ? . . :___ ____ ;_________; Worthless
Strict_________ :_____ ■ ; :_______ ___________ : Lenient
Dead _________ :__ : ____  : _________________ j Alive
Pleasing_________ ___ ________________ :___ _____ ________ _: Annoying
Changeable_________ __________: ____ :_________ :___ _____ Stable
Concrete_________ :_________ :_________ :_________: _________: Abstract
Sympathetic _________ ; _____:_________ :_______ :_________: Unsympathetic
Disapproving ■ : ' :_________ :_____ .________ ___Approving
hard _________:________________ _ __:_________ __________: Easy
Understanding __________:_________ __________:_________ :__ _ _____ : Indifferent
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GOD'S SABBATH IS ....
Exciting : : : : : Boring
Encouraging : : : : : Discouraging
Old-Fashioned : : : : : Modem
Useful i » : : ; Worthless
Strict : : : : : Lenient
Dead : : : : : Alive
Pleasing : : :• : : Annoying
Changeable : : : : : Stable
Concrete : : : : : Abstract
Sympathetic : : : : : Unsympathetic
Disapproving : : : : : Approving
Hard : : : : : Easy
Understanding : : : : : Indifferent
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PRAYING TO GOD IS ,
Exciting : : : : : Boring
Encouraging : 2 : : : Discouraging
Old-Fashioned ‘ : : : Modern
Useful ; : : ; ; Worthless
Strict : : : : : Lenient
Dead : : : : Alive
Pleasing : : : : : Annoying
Changeable t : : : : Stable
Concrete : 2 : : : Abstract
Sympathetic : : : : : Unsympathetic
Disapproving : : : : : Approving
Hard : : : : : Easy
Understanding : : : : Indifferent
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GOD’S REQUIREMENTS FOR REACHING HEAVEN ARE ___.
Exciting : : : 5 : Boring
Encouraging : : : : : Discouraging
Old-Fashioned : : : : : Modern
Useful : : : : : Worthless
Strict : : : : : Lenient
Dead : : ; : : Alive
Pleasing : : : - : Annoying
Changeable : : : : : Stable
Concrete : : : : : Abstract
Sympathetic _________:_________ :______  : : : Unsympathetic







Unders tanding • : : Indifferent
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TRUE CHRISTIANS ARE
Exciting : : : ' • : : Boring
Encouraging ‘ '• : : : Discouraging
Old-Fashioned : : : : Modem
Useful : : : : : Worthless
Strict : : : : : Lenient
Dead : : : : : Alive
Pleasing : : :■ : : Annoying
Changeable : : : : : Stable
Concrete : : : : : Abstract
Sympathetic : : : : : Unsympathetic
Disapproving : : : : : Approving
Hard : : : : : Easy
Understanding ; : : : : Indifferent
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LETTER TO PANEL OF EXPERTS
N E B R A S K A W Y O M IN G
rV f* ■■■■ ' ..../ /  A ■■■ / x
- E O I x M  i
* ^  hf ■
j - S e v e n t h - d a y  A d v e n t i s t s
March 17, 1972
Office of.--
D ep a rtm en t of fiduca i.o  n
Ph on e  -<o& -?3!3
4547  C A LV ER T  STREET L IN C O LN , N E B R A SK A  68506
M a ilin g  Address 
P. O. Box 6127
Dr. Robert Wagner, Supt. of Education 
Washington Conference of SDA 
P. 0. Box 1585 
Seattle, Washington 98103
Dear Dr, Wagner: '
As you may know, for the last two consecutive years I have been attending Andrews 
University during the winter and spring quarter. I now have one quarter of work 
leve and the requirements for an MA in Educational Foundations-Psychology will be 
completed.
The students at Andrews have a choice of doing two projects or a. thesis. I chose to 
do the. thesis and herein lies my reason for writing you.
The objective of my thesis is to develop.a reliable and valid instrument that will 
measure a student's attitude toward God. 'The instrument is patterned after Osgood's 
Sematic Differential i.e. concepts which can be judged by rating pairs of bipolar 
adjectives on a scale of five.
The final items were chosen only after two item analyses had been run to find the most 
discriminatory adjective pairs. A factor analysis extracting two factors was also run 
to see if the concepts, were stable. A correlation of. congruence, was done and the 
concepts showed a high degree of stability.
Reliability will be determined by the test-retest method and the first administration 
for this has been done. In three weeks the second administration will take place.
Validity, of course, is difficult to determine except by a panel of experts. I am 
writing to you in the hope that you will serve as one of these experts. There are 
two parts to the evaluation I wish you to do. (1) Would you please pick thirteen
out of the list of twenty adjective pairs on Sheet A that you think will work best
in judging the five concepts listed at the, top of that sheet? (2) The instrument
and evaluation sheet are in the sealed envelope B. Would you please look over the
instrument and evaluate it on the basis of the items included on the evaluation sheet? 
Please feel free to.make any additional comments and/or suggestions. A self-addressed 
envelope to my Andrews address has been.included for your convenience.
I would appreciate receiving your response at your; earliest convenience. The first • 
draft of the thesis must be. in my May 1. Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,




CONCEPTS AND ADJECTIVE PAIRS
Five Concepts;
Goa's attitude toward sinners is.....
God's Sabbath is.....
Praying to God is,...,
God's Requirements for.Reaching Heaven are 
True Christians are.....
Adjectives: Please pick the best thirteen
X. Exciting - Boring
2. Lenient - Strict
3. Understanding - Indifferent
4. Easy - Hard
5. Encouraging - Discouraging
6. Serious - Humorous
7. Particular - Lax
8. Old-fashioned - M o d e m
9. Approving - Disapproving
10. Sympathetic - Unsympathetic
11. Essential - Unnecessary
12. Useful - Worthless
13. Concrete - -Abstract
14. Changeable - Stable
15. Pleasing - Annoying
16. Alive - Dead
17. Joyful - Sad
18. Watchful - Unconcerned
19. Willing - Unwilling
20. Permissive - Dictatorial
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PANFi OF 1x£'eRTS ..; 
EVALUATION*' OF INSTRUMENT
lease rate the instrument on the following'basis:
1. Are the instructions clear and understandable by students in grades 
5~3?
Poor Superior
2. Do the concepts reflect attitudes toward various aspects of the character 
of God and the student’s relationship to Him?
Poor
3. Do the adjective pairs reflect an evaluative meaning concerning the five 
concepts listed?
Poof _________  : ________:__________ : : _____ : Superior
4. Does the instrument impress you with the fact that it will yield result 
that.will validly measure what students think about God?
Poor : : _____ ; : : Superior
5. Do you have additional comments or suggestions?
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i o ' 4 5.657 4 3.605
2 4 0 4 0 2.236
3 5.657 4 0 4 2.236
4 4 0 4 0 2.236






1 0 . 5.831 4 4.583 3.742
2 5.831 0 3.464 4.359 3.742
3 4 3.464 0 4.123 3.464
4 4.583 4.359 4.123 0 3






1 0 0 4 3 3
2 0 0 4 3 1
3 4 4 0 1 1
4 ■ 3 3 1 0 0







3 . 4 . 5
1 0 4.472 3.162 3.873 2.828
2 4.472 0 4.583 4.123 5.657
3 3.162 4.583 0 2.646 2.828
4 3.873 4.123 2.646 0 3.601






1 0 5 5.099 5.657 6.557
2 5 0 3.601 3.601 4.123
3 5.099 3.601 0 2 2.646
4 5.657 3.601 2 0 2.646






1 0 8.246 8.307 8.544 7.681
2 8.246 0 4.123 3.601 4.123
3 8.307 4.123 0 . 2.282 3.162
4 8.544 3.601 2.282 0 2.449







1 0 5.099 4.472 4.472 4.359
2 5.099 0 3.162 2.449 3.873
3 4.472 3.162 0 3.464 3.317
4 4.472 2.449 3.464 0 2.646






1 0 5.292 4.359 3.464 7
2 5.292 0 5.745 4.690 8.124
3 4.359 5.745 0 2.236 5.196
4 3.464 4.690 2.236 0 5.568






1 0 3.317 5 2.646 4.123
2 3.317 o - 3.162 2.449 2.828
3 5 3.162 0 4 3.464
4 2.646 2.449 < 0 4
5 4.123 2.828 3.464 4 0
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STUDENT 226
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 0 2.828 4.899 4
2 0 0 2.828 4.899 4
3 2.828 2.828 0 2.828 2.828
4 .4.899 4.899 2.828 0 2.828
5 4 4 2.828 .2.828 0
STUDENT 227
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 8.185 8 9.747 9.327
2 8.185 0 8.660 8.367 6.782
3 8 8.660 0 5.568 9.327
4 9.747 8.367 5.568 0 8.602
5 9.327 6.782 9.327 8.602 0
STUDENT 232
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 2.449 6.164 4.358 4
2 2.449 0 5.657 2.646 3.464
O 6.164 5.657 0 6.403 4
4. 4.353 2.546 6.403 0 4.796
5 A 3.464 4 4.796 0
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1 c 5.196 5.292 4 5.659
oL 5.196 0 3.742 3 5.568
3 5.292 3.742 0 4.899 5.477
4 4 3 4.899 0 5.745






1 0 4.899 5.568 2 7.141
2 4.899 0 3.601 4 5.745
3 5.568 3.601 0 5.196 4.472
4 2 4 5.196 0 7






1 0 2.646 5.099 5 5.568
2 2.646 0 4.123 4.123 5.099
3 5.099 4.123 0 4 3.873
4 5 4.123 0 5.385
5 5.568 5.099 3.873 5,385 0
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STUDENT 243
Concept . ..... X • 2 3 4 5
1 0 6.782 5.568 8.124 4.796
2 6.782 0 6.083 6.164 3
3 5.568 6.083 0 5 4.690
4 . 8.124 6.164 5 0 6.557
5 , 4.796 3 4.690 6.557 0
• v -
STUDENT 246
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 3.606 2.646 2.236 2.449
2 3.606 0 4.690 4 4.123
3 2.646 4.690 0 1.414 2.236
4 2.236 4 1,414 0 1Jl






1 0 5.477 =; 5.099 4.796
2 5.477 0 5.385 3.742 3.606
3 5 5.385 0 3.742 3.606
4 5.099 3.742 3.742 0 1.732








1 0 8.062 8.367 9.165 10.198
2 8.062 0 5.170 7.483 7.280
3 8.367 5.170 0 6.325 5.477
4 9.163 7.483 6.325 0 4.472
5 10.198 7.280 5.477 4.472 0
STUDENT 252
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 C . 3.742 4.583 1.414 6.633
2 3.742 0 4.583 3.464 5.292
3 4.583 4.583 0 4.472 3.601
4 1.414 3.464 4.472 0 6.164
5 6.633 5.292 3.601 6.164 0
STUDENT 253
Concept 1 2 3 4 5
1 0 3.317 4 5.099 4.690
2 3.317 0 2.236 3.317 2.646
3 4 2.236 0 2.449 1.414
4 5.099 3.317 2.449 0 1.414







1 0 7.071 6.856 5.292 7.071
2 7.071 0 1 3.742 0
3 6.856 1 0 3.606 1
4 5.292 3.742 3.606 0 3.742





3 4 . 5
1 0 7.483 6.245 6 7.071
2 7.483 0 2.646 6.481 5.292.
3 6.245 2.646 0 4.583 5
4 6 6.481 4.583 0 5.831






1 0 4.123 4 2.646 4.796
2 4.123 0 1.732 4 4.898
3 4 1.732 0 3.872 5
4 2.646 4 3.872 0 3.741
5 4.796 4.898 5 3.741 0








1 0 4.123 4 4.690 4
2 4.123 o 1.732 4 4.898
3 4 1.732 0 3.872 5
4 4.690 4 3.872 0 3.741
5 4 4.898 5 3.741 0
